Among the employment challenges of the nineties, finding and keeping a job may well be the greatest for male and female historians alike. The economic downturn, demographic shortfall, and budget deficits that have led to furloughs, deferred payments, and even dismissals of tenured professors all bode ill for the immediate future. This situation is likely to be exacerbated by the apparent public loss of confidence in academe, a perception fostered by charges of "political correctness," attacks on affirmative action, and claims that we have failed in our primary responsibilityÂ-teaching. Louise AÃ±o Nuevo Kerr's analysis of demographic and institutional trends offers a sobering context in which to reassess gender issues.
From my vantage point as a member of what is rapidly becoming the senior cohort of women historians, the situation has changed beyond recognition from what it was when I entered the profession in the 1960s. I recall many moments of discouragement in graduate school, but feeling like a rarity is not among them. Why this should be the case now puzzles me, since our scarcity must have affected all aspects of the experience. Coming along at the end of the "feminine mystique" generation and before the women's movement, there was no language in which to conceptualize what we now call gender issues. As I recollect, only after participating in the 1963 March on Washington did I become conscious of such mattersÂ-the slighting remarks by male graduate students about our professional aspirations (or about those of their wives, which translated into the same thing), the appointment of male but not female graduate students to teach Columbia's sacrosanct Contemporary Civilization courses. We had no female mentors; in truth, we probably would not have wanted them had there been some. Women were included in a colloquium on social historyÂ-then the only place to study "others"Â-but there was no women's history as such; indeed, we viewed the only person doing a "women's topic" as typing herself and thereby endangering her career. Perhaps most important, many of us found it difficult to take ourselves or our careers seriously. This was perhaps due less to any overt lack of confidence in our capacities to be professors and scholars than to more subtle forms of self-doubt, even to a failure of imagination. It did not occur to us to wonder why the best male students went on to teach at Princeton, Berkeley, and UCLA, while the women went off to women's colleges or little-known coeducational institutions. Some of us even sought such jobs in order to remain near husbands, lovers, and friends. Few, if any, of us envisioned teaching at prestigious universities; nor could we imagine the day when bright young women would be sought after, even fought over. Can we assume that the situation of the young women now being hired in proportion to their numbers will remain favorable throughout their careers? That is, are the problems that have adversely affected older cohorts primarily generational issues which we can expect to disappear? Or will life-cycle factors, particularly those relating to the care and rearing of the young, remain a problem? The women's committees of the OAH and AHA might profitably undertake systematic study of what happens as the younger generation ages, whether women more than men are slowed down by familial obligations, and conversely, whether the women who succeed are less likely to have children. Anecdotal evidence on this point is far from reassuring. On the occasion of the twentieth anniversary of the Rose Report on the Status of Women in the Historical Profession, Jane De Hart noted that between 1970 and 1989 only one woman historian had a child while employed in a tenure-track position at the University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill: the baby was born just one month before the mother was promoted to full professor. 4 Similarly, at a meeting on maternity and parental leave policies at Harvard, not one of the mainly tenured women on the Committee on the Status of Women had children, while among the guests testifying about their experiences as "Harvard mothers" only one had tenure, and she had her children after she had received the ultimate academic accolade. (No "Harvard fathers" were present.)5 If these examples are at all typical, the timing of children, indeed, whether to have children at all, remains a salient issue for many women.
In suggesting ways to make universities more "family friendly," Lizabeth Cohen correctly insists on the importance of institutionalizing such policies rather than relying on personal negotiation, as is now mainly the case.6 But how likely is it that institutions will become more flexible at a time of financial retrenchment, particularly when affirmative action is also under attack? We don't even know how widespread progressive employment policies are, in academe or in the public sector. Systematic knowledge of these policies would be useful both as a basis for future recommendations and as a monitoring device in the case of retrenchment. The women's committees of the OAH and AHA might also take up this subject, preferably in cooperation with other organizations, since institutional policies affect all academics and not just historians.
Even if one takes the most sanguine view of the situation for white women, matters remain problematic for minority historians of both sexes, who constitute a small proportion of the profession.7 Many assume that women of color have a professional advantage relative to men of their group. In analyzing the myths surrounding the presumed advantages of being a "double minority," Brenda Stevenson demonstrates the vulnerability of African-American women to resentment and distorted expectation, and their continued perception, to paraphrase W. E. B. DuBois, as always a problem. Further, in view of the demands on African-American women as advisers, teachers, and scholars, the difficulty of balancing family and professional life looms especially large.
Finally, there are the less tangible gendered dimensions of "success" for women, white and black, who receive tenure, promotion to full professor, or appointment to a prestigious chair. In exploring these matters, Drew Gilpin Faust raises the rarely considered subject of aging, one none of us likes to confront but that is likely to receive greater attention in years to come with changed retirement policies. The strains of success on the women she interviewed bring us back full circle: to ponder how far we have come and how far we still have to go. 
